We here propose eight names for conservation and one name for rejection. Many of these names were earlier typi fied in the Names in Current Use List (NCU) by Ahti (in Regnum Veg. 128: 58-106. 1993) . However, the proposed NCU rules failed to gain acceptance in the nomenclature sessions of two botanical congresses (Tokyo 1993 , St. Louis 1999 and some of the proposed typifications based on their future acceptance are not in accordance with application of the present ICBN (Greuter & al. in Regnum Veg. 138. 2000) . A few of the 1993 typifications by Ahti were already rectified by Jorgensen & al. (in J. Linn. Soc, Bot. 115: 261^104) and Ahti (in FI. Neotr. Mon. 78. 2000) but some are corrected here. The option to conserve specific names, introduced into the ICBN after the Tokyo Congress in 1993, has essentially improved the possibility to maintain well established names in use in Cladoniaceae. The endangered nomenclatural status of many of these names has been known to lichenologists for a long time but the required synonymy has been delayed because too many familiar names would have been abandoned. A notorious example is Laundon's (in Lichenologist 16: 211-239. 1984 If the conserved type were not accepted, the name C. coniocraea would be the correct name for the closely relat ed lichen that is now called C. ochrochlora. This is the sit uation to which Art. 57.1 applies and would be especially confusing because this is a difficult species pair with little taxonomie distinction. It would be no problem if the two species are united, as is being done by a few authors.
However, most authors recognize two species. Ahti (in Fl. Neotr. Mon. 78: 139. 2000) established that C. coniocraea is limited to the northern hemisphere, whereas C. ochrochlora is more widespread, occurring also in the southern hemisphere. The typification problems of C. ochrochlora are treated under a separate conservation pro posal.
Recent publications in which the name Cladonia coniocraea is adopted in the restricted sense (excluding C. However, our recent attempts to typify old names have brought up at least three synonyms which are threatening its status. As predicted by Ahti (I.e.), Cenomyce conglomerata Dufour is based on material (lectotype designated here and some syntypes examined in PC-Lenormand) belonging to Cladonia polydactyla. Cenomyce conglomerata was pub lished in the same year as Cenomyce polydactyla, but from the known dates of publication it cannot be determined which is older. As the former name has almost never been applied since its publication, it seems wisest to include it as a name to be rejected against C. polydactyla.
A definitely older name is Lichen ventricosus Huds. Since Hudson's herbarium was destroyed by burning, this name must be typified by the cited Dillenian figure (Dillenius, Hist. Muse: t. 15, f. 17B. 1742, lectotype desig nated here); in the Dillenian herbarium (OXF) all the ('typotype') material corresponding to fig. 17 represents Cladonia polydactyla (no. 94.17 is here designated as epi type). Lichen ventricosus and its combinations have been little used and perhaps only for taxa very different from Cladonia polydactyla (e.g., brown-fruited species, whereas C. polydactyla is red-fruited).
Lichen difformis Huds. (FI. AngL: 458. Jan-Jun 1762),
another totally neglected synonym o? Cladonia polydactyla, is also typified here on Dillenian material.
To avoid adoption of neglected names for Cladonia polydactyla, its basionym is here proposed for conservation.
Cladonia polydactyla is unanimously used by all recent publications, such as Purvis & al. (Lieh. FI. Great Britain Ireland: 199. 1992 . During a visit to Oxford, the senior author confirmed that the cited drawing certainly matches the epitype (is a 'typotype').
Unfortunately the designated epitype and hence the lec totype drawing of it turned out to have been misidentified by all lichenologists, including Crombie (in J. Linn. Soc, . The specimen is whitish-grey (indicating absence of usnic acid), and some body has tested it with a colour reagent (obviously KOH), which has caused a yellow (now brownish) spot on the thal lus, indicating the presence of atranorin. Cladonia evansii normally contains only atranorin (rarely additional usnic acid), whereas C. stellaris always has the yellow pigment usnic acid and never atranorin. In addition, the specimen is densely and finely dichotomously branched, exactly as C. evansii should be. Also, C macilenta is a very well-established name.
Therefore we here propose that Cladonia macilenta Hoffm. be conserved with a conserved type. The proposed type specimen is the same as that erroneously called "neotype" by Ahti (in Regnum Veg. 128: 83. 1993) or (provisional) holotype by Ahti (FI. Neotrop. Mon. 78: 208. 2000) . It rep resents the thamnolic acid strain of the species (colour reac tion with^-phenylenediamine, PD, is yellow).
The purpose of the proposed conservation is to stabilize the concept of C macilenta s. str. It is important because In the synonymy of the protologue of C. ochrochlora Fl?rke cites "Cenomyce coniocraea ?. Fl?rk. Deut. Lichen. VIL P. 11 (specimina flexuosa incomplete)". This seems to mean that Cenomyce coniocraea is a synonym only in part and, despite the ?, not including the type. As a result, Cladonia ochrochlora is not a superfluous name. Moreover, Cladonia coniocraea is treated as a separate species in the same book. To stabilize the nomenclature of the Cladonia coniocraea?C. ochrochlora aggregate it is necessary to typify these names firmly. The neotypification by Ahti (1993) is invalid, because original material (reference to illustration) exists. However, the conserved type proposed above is the same exsiccata collection that Ahti proposed as a neotype. It is present in many more herbaria than cited but was checked in only a few.
Cladonia ochrochlora is recognized in most recent lichen floras and catalogues, such as Swinscow & Krog
